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Abstract 
Being beneficial by microblogging use, companies or organizations begin to realize that the dark-side of 
microblogging – reputational risk, which is originated from the quick dissemination of negative information. 
Understanding what factors drive users to spread or share negative information in the microblogging is a 
first step to further understand the reputation risks for organizations. By reviewing previous negative WOM 
studies and five factor theory, we propose two predictors of negative sharing behavior (i.e., negative 
emotions and altruism) in the context of microblogging and five personalities (i.e., extraversion, 
neuroticism, conscientiousness, agreeableness, and openness to experience) which will play moderating 
roles between predictors and sharing behavior. We plan to conduct an online scenario-based survey to test 
our proposed model.  
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Introduction 
Social media is defined as “group of Internet-based applications that build on the ideological and 
technological foundations of web 2.0, and that follow the creation and exchange of User Generated Content” 
(Kaplan & Heanlein, 2010). It captures the “wisdom of the crowd” (Luo et al. 2013). This impulses us to 
enter the “We Media era” which describes the age of reporting news by personal dissemination through 
social media (Global Times: Slanguage corner, 2011). Microblogging represents a new type of social media 
platform. It has rapidly disseminated among individuals since emergence of Twitter in the year 2006. The 
rapid development and public popularity of microblogging have generated an endless stream of comments, 
opinions, and personal stories. In this platform, everyone can be an influencer and a medium to spread 
information. Being brevity and broadcast, information spreading in the microblogging platforms could 
reach large populations within short period. Companies or organizations using social media presence 
reported on investment that was more than four times that of their counterparts (eMarketer, 2012). These 
companies gain benefits in the microblogging world, however, they also begin to realize the dark-side of 
microblogging – reputation risk.  
Reputation risk refers to the possibility or danger of losing reputation and increases a threat to 
organizations (Aula 2010). Once losing reputation, it costs extremely unexpected large effort and cost for 
organizations to recover. Anecdotal evidences have presented many examples related to reputation risk in 
the microblogging world. For example, the Red Cross scandal happened in China in the year of 2011, which 
originated from a girl’s behavior of showing up wealth in Sina Weibo. The Red Cross has lose its reputation 
in this event as well as trust of the public eventually. In the earthquake happed in Lushan, Sichuan, the Red 
Cross only received 140,000 yuan in donations; while at the same time the Jet Li’s One Foundation received 
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over 10 million yuan in donations1. Even though the Red Cross has implemented many strategies to recover 
its reputation, the public still do not trust it. Therefore, it is critical for researchers and organizations to pay 
special attention on the dark-side of microblogging.  
In the microblogging context, reputation risk is mainly caused by the quick dissemination of negative 
information, which can increase the external visibility of information (Griffin et al. 1991; Renkema et al. 
1998; Xie et al. 2009; Berger et al. 2010). Furthermore, the influences of negative issues would be stronger 
and last longer (Lau et al. 2001; Baumeister et al. 2001). Hence, to better understand reputation risk, the 
first step is to understand what factors drive users to spread or share negative information in the 
microblogging context. In this regard, the first research question of this study is: What factors will influence 
individuals’ negative information sharing behavior in the microblogging context?  
Information sharing behavior has received sufficient research attention in IS area. These studies mostly 
examined the antecedents of knowledge sharing (Chiu et al. 2006; Ma and Agarwal 2007; Wasko and Faraj 
2005) and word of mouth (WOM) (Cheung et al. 2012; Hennig-Thurau et al. 2004). Being positive in 
valence, knowledge sharing is a contribution behavior which is encouraged by organizations or 
communities. Similarly, positive WOM is also a kind of behavior which is motivated by organizations. Thus, 
those factors motivating individuals’ both knowledge sharing and positive WOM may be less applicable in 
current context. From another perspective, negative WOM is similar with negative information sharing that 
both behaviors are negative, defensive, and prevented, providing a theoretical foundation for this study.  
The NWOM literature has proposed several drivers of individuals’ NWOM behavior, such as emotions, 
altruism, vengeance, advice seeking, perceived justice, and product involvement (Laczniak et al. 2001; 
Schoefer and Diamantopoulos 2008; Sundaram et al. 1998; Wangenheim 2005; Wetzer et al. 2007). 
Drawing on the slight differences between NWOM and negative information sharing behavior on the shared 
objects – direct and dissatisfactory consumption experiences in the former one and negative information 
which are not definitely experienced by individuals in the latter one, this study focuses on the two drivers, 
i.e., emotions and altruism, which are not closely related to individuals direct consumption experiences.  
The drivers of negative information sharing represent individuals’ psychological reactions. Different people 
have different values, which make the reactions exert different influences on their behaviors. The 
personality is a critical factor which can determine people’s values (Barrick and Mount 1991; Costa and 
McCrae 1992; Devaraj et al. 2008). Previous knowledge sharing studies have realized the role of 
personalities (Matzler et al. 2008; Mooradian et al. 2006), while less is known in the current context. This 
also echoes with the person-situation interactionist perspective that the effects of factors on behavior varies 
through different personalities because of different perceptions are shaped for different persons (Wang et 
al. 2011). Therefore, the second research question of this study is: How do personalities interact with 
drivers of negative information sharing?  
To address the gaps in the literature, we drew on negative WOM literature and the big-five factors model of 
personality (Barrick and Mount 1991) to explain why people would like to share negative information in 
microblogging context, and proposes an interactive model.  
The paper is organized as follows. In the second section, we provide a review of the literature related to 
differences of different sharing behavior. The third section introduces our research model and develops our 
hypotheses. In the fourth section, we explain our empirical strategy. Finally, we conclude with a discussion 
of the expected implications for theory and practice. 
Theoretical Background 
Differences among Different Sharing Behaviors 
Sharing behavior has been widely studied in prior IS literature, especially focusing on knowledge sharing 
and word of mouth (WOM). Knowledge sharing, an activity to share knowledge (such as ideas, facts, 
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expertise, which is the intangible asset to both organizations and individuals), is a contribution behavior 
which could help to build better organizations or communities (Adamic et al. 2008; Ardichvili et al. 2003; 
Kankanhalli et al. 2005; Wasko and Faraj 2005). Word of mouth (WOM), another sharing behavior which 
is widely studied, is a form of interpersonal communication among consumers concerning about their 
personal experiences about some products or services (Sundaram et al. 1998). WOM can be differentiated 
into two types in terms of its valence: positive WOM (PWOM) and negative WOM (NWOM). PWOM is to 
share consumers’ satisfactory experiences towards products or services, whereas NWOM is to share those 
dissatisfactory experiences.  
Comparing to knowledge sharing and positive WOM, negative information sharing behavior is totally 
different from these behaviors in terms of valence, features of shared objects, behavior feature of individuals, 
and organizations’ attitude. The comparison in details is shown in Table 1. Specifically, knowledge sharing 
and positive WOM are positive in valence, are contribution behavior of individuals, and are motivated by 
organizations; whereas negative information sharing behavior is negative, defensive behavior, and should 
be prevented by organizations. In contrast, negative information sharing behavior in microblogging context 
is similar with negative WOM except the features of shared objects. They are both negative, defensive, and 
prevented behaviors that the former shares various negative information while the latter only shares direct 
experiences. This comparison encourages us to base our theoretical understandings on negative WOM 
literature. Therefore, this study define negative information sharing behavior in microblogging as the 
interpersonal communication among microblogging users about negative information.  
 Negative 
Information sharing 
Knowledge 
sharing 
Positive WOM Negative WOM 
Valence Negative Positive Positive Negative 
Features of 
shared objects 
Bad information in 
many aspects (i.e., 
products, service, 
social responsibility, 
etc.) 
Not only direct 
experience, but also 
the thing happened 
in the whole society 
Intangible asset 
to both 
organizations 
and individuals 
Satisfactory and 
direct experience 
towards products 
or organizations 
Dissatisfactory and 
direct shopping 
experience towards 
products 
Behavior 
feature of 
individuals 
Defensive behavior Contribution 
behavior 
Contribution 
behavior 
Defensive behavior 
Organizations’ 
attitude 
Prevent Motivate Motivate Prevent 
Table 1. Comparison among Different Sharing Behaviors 
Drivers of Negative Information Sharing 
Previous marketing studies have explored the reasons of engaging in negative WOM. The major factors 
influencing individuals’ engagement of NWOM are emotions (Schoefer and Diamantopoulos 2008; 
Sundaram et al. 1998; Wetzer et al. 2007), altruism (also refer as customer advocacy, social responsibility) 
(Chelminski and Coulter 2011; Laczniak et al. 2001; Lau and Ng 2001; Sundaram et al. 1998; Wetzer et al. 
2007), vengeance (Sundaram et al. 1998; Wetzer et al. 2007), advice seeking (Sundaram et al. 1998; Wetzer 
et al. 2007), perceived justice (Schoefer and Diamantopoulos 2008), and product involvement (Lau and Ng 
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2001; Wangenheim 2005). These factors could be differentiated as two major categories: emotions and 
goals, or called affection and cognition (Wetzer et al. 2007). 
As we discussed above, negative information sharing behavior is related to information that are not only 
related to consumption experiences but also information occurred around individuals. As a result, those 
factors related to direct consumption experiences are not included in the current context, such as vengeance, 
advice seeking, perceived justice, product involvement, and so on. Thus, this study identifies two major 
factors affecting individuals’ negative information sharing behavior in the microblogging context: negative 
emotions and altruism. Negative emotions refer to those emotions aroused by negative information, such 
as anger, depressive, regret, and so on (Schoefer and Diamantopoulos 2008; Wetzer et al. 2007). Altruism 
refers to the extent to which individuals want to help others by warning others about the possible negative 
consequences (Chelminski et al. 2011).  
Five Factors Model 
As suggested by previous studies, different people show different preferences (Schneider 1983; Shoda and 
Mischel 1993). The personality is a fundamental factor that determines people’s attitude, perceptions, and 
beliefs (Barrick and Mount 1991; Costa and McCrae 1992; Devaraj et al. 2008). Therefore, personalities 
may affect the effects of behavior drivers. The Five Factor Model (FFM) is considered as the most influential 
theory on personality because it provides a comprehensive and parsimonious taxonomy for personality 
(Barrick and Mount 1991; Judge et al. 2002). The FFM has been widely used in organization studies to 
explore the influence of personality on job performance (Barrick and Mount 1991), career success (Seibert 
and Kraimer 2001), job satisfaction (Judge et al. 2002), counterproductive behavior in organization 
(Salgado 2002), and so on. In IS domain, it is also used to figure out the moderating roles of individual 
differences in technology usage (Devaraj et al. 2008), cyberloafing (Krishnan and Lim 2010; Krishnan et al. 
2010), and continuance usage (Wang 2010).  
The five personality traits in FFM are described as extraversion, neuroticism, conscientiousness, 
agreeableness, and openness to experience (Devaraj et al. 2008; Krishnan et al. 2010). Extraversion refers 
to the traits of social, active, outgoing, and experience positive emotions. Neuroticism refers to the traits of 
anxious, depressed, angry, embarrassed, emotional, worried, and insecure. Conscientiousness refers to the 
traits of careful, thorough, responsible, organized, hardworking, achievement-oriented, and persevering. 
Agreeableness refers to kind, considerate, likable, helpful, cooperative, courteous, flexible, trusting, good-
natured, forgiving, soft-hearted, and tolerant. Openness to experience refers to the traits of imaginative, 
cultured, curious, original, broad-minded, intelligent, and artistically sensitive; willing to try new and 
different things. 
As indicated by some studies, extraversion and neuroticism are two predominantly affective traits, while 
conscientiousness, agreeableness, and openness to experience are more likely to relate with human’s mind 
(Matzler et al. 2008). Therefore, we propose that extraversion and neuroticism would affect the effects of 
affective factors (i.e., negative emotions in this study) on negative information sharing behavior, and 
conscientiousness, agreeableness, and openness to experience would influence the effects of cognitive 
factors (i.e., altruism in this study).  
Research Model 
Based on above discussions, we build up our research model as below. Negative emotions and altruism are 
proposed to predict negative information sharing behavior. Extraversion and neuroticism moderate the 
relationship between negative emotions and negative information sharing. The other three personalities, 
conscientiousness, agreeableness, and openness to experience, are asserted to moderate the relationships 
between personalities and negative information sharing.  
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Figure 1. Proposed Research Model 
Negative emotions 
Sharing negative issues, such as negative experiences, negative news, and so on, is mainly social sharing of 
emotions (Wetzer et al. 2007). The more intensive emotions individuals have, the more likely they will share 
with others (including close friends, spouse, family member, or even a stranger). Studies in post-purchase 
or WOM have also proposed that customers’ NWOM or complaining behavior is to release or vent negative 
emotions, such as angry, depressive, regret, and so on (Schoefer and Diamantopoulos 2008; Wetzer et al. 
2007). In the microblogging context, the negative emotions will also be aroused when some negative issues 
are presented to users. In this regard, users are inclined to release their emotions. Therefore, we also 
hypothesize that: 
Hypothesis1: Negative emotions are positively associated with individuals’ negative information sharing 
behavior.  
Altruism 
Individuals will share negative issues with others because they want to help others by warning others about 
the possible negative consequences (Chelminski et al. 2011). The more the individuals want to prevent 
others from the negative consequences, the more likely they would like to share. It is also well-studied in 
previous studies of sharing behavior which have proven the effect of altruism on individuals’ sharing 
behavior (Hsu and Lin 2008; Wasko and Faraj 2005). In the context of microblogging, users always use the 
symbol “@” to remind their friends when sharing negative information, indicating their purposes of 
warning others. Therefore, we also hypothesize that:  
Hypothesis2: Altruism is positively associated with individuals’ negative information sharing behavior 
Extraversion and Neuroticism 
People with high extraversion personality are social, active, outgoing, and positive persons (Costa and 
McCrae 1992). These people are more hopeful and optimistic, and are more sensitive to positive emotions 
than negative emotions (Lucas and Baird 2004). Therefore, when extraverts feel angry or regret about some 
negative information in their microblogging platforms, their perceptions of the intensity of negative 
emotions is dilute such that they will not think about to release it immediately. Furthermore, extraverts 
Negative 
Information 
Sharing 
Negative 
Emotions 
Altruism 
Neuroticism Extraversion 
Conscientiousness Agreeableness 
Openness 
to 
Experience 
H1 
H2 
H3a H3b 
H4a 
H4b 
H4c 
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prefer to share positive things rather than negative things (Wang et al. 2011). In this regard, this study 
argues that the effects of negative emotions on sharing behavior will be weaker for extraverts. Therefore, 
we hypothesize that:  
Hypothesis3a: Extraversion will weaken the effect of negative emotions on negative information sharing 
that this relationship will be weaken for individuals with high extraversion.  
By contrast, high neuroticism people are those who always have negative feelings, such as anxious, 
depressed, angry, embarrassed, emotional, worried, or insecure (Costa and McCrae 1992). They are very 
sensitive to negative emotions  (Lucas and Baird 2004), and incline to judge things more negatively. Hence, 
when people with high neuroticism feel negatively, they are eager to release these emotions to make them 
feel better than those people with low neuroticism. Therefore, we hypothesize that:  
Hypothesis3b: Neuroticism will strengthen the effect of negative emotions on negative information 
sharing that this relationship will be stronger for individuals with high neuroticism. 
Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, and Open to Experience 
High conscientiousness people are described as careful, thorough, responsible, organized, hardworking, 
achievement-oriented, and persevering (Costa and McCrae 1992). Conscientiousness personalities are 
intrinsically motivated and will take actions immediately to improve performance (Devaraj et al. 2008; 
Krishnan et al. 2010). Accordingly, people with high conscientiousness are more likely to think that they 
are responsible to improve the society and others’ benefits. In that case, they are more likely to take actions 
(i.e., sharing the negative information) when they want to help others. Therefore, we hypothesize that:  
Hypothesis4a: Conscientiousness will strengthen the effect of altruism on negative information sharing 
that this relationship will be stronger for individuals with high conscientiousness. 
Agreeableness refers to the traits of kind, considerate, likable, helpful, cooperative, courteous, flexible, 
trusting, good-natured, forgiving, soft-hearted, and tolerant (Costa and McCrae 1992). These people are 
enthusiastic and enjoyable to help others and to cooperate with others (Devaraj et al. 2008; King et al. 
2005). Therefore, when high agreeable people care about others benefits when encountering negative 
information, they are likely to share because this behavior will obtain their values in helping others. Thus, 
we hypothesize that:  
Hypothesis4b: Agreeableness will strengthen the effect of altruism on negative information sharing that 
this relationship will be stronger for individuals with high agreeableness. 
Openness to experience refers to the traits of imaginative, cultured, curious, original, broad-minded, 
intelligent, and artistically sensitive (Costa and McCrae 1992). These people show an open and positive 
attitude to exchange information with others (Matzler et al. 2008), indicating their open attitudes in helping 
others. Therefore, when they think that they should help others, they are likely to take actions because of 
enjoying helping. Thus, we hypothesize that:  
Hypothesis4c: Openness to Experience will strengthen the effect of altruism on negative information 
sharing that this relationship will be stronger for individuals with high openness to experience. 
Methodology 
The data for this study will be collected from users of the most popular microblogging website in China 
(Sina Weibo: www. weibo.com). Currently, Sina Weibo has more than 500 million members. It is a free 
real-time short messaging service that enables users to send and read messages through various desktop 
applications and mobile phones. Users can post information about any topics using a limited number of 
character (i.e., 140 characters). They can follow other users and receive their messages, and can also interact 
by replying to and/or forwarding others’ posts.  
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Research Design 
To test the above hypotheses we will conduct an online scenario-based survey from Sina Webo users. There 
are two reasons. First, our research context is microblogging service which is an online service, thus utilizing 
online survey could keep consistency between research context and data collection context. Second, the 
information spread in microblogging platforms varies among different topics, or presentation forms. To 
control the possible effects induced by these factors, we create a scenario for participants to ensure them 
make decision in the same environment.  
To create the scenario, we chose seven negative events as candidates which are spread in the Sina Weibo. 
Two criteria were utilized in the selection process: low publicity familiarity and high negative degree. The 
event with low publicity familiarity was chosen to avoid the effect of prior experience. The high negative 
degree event was utilized to ensure the presented tweet was indeed negative to individuals. A pre-
investigation was conducted to achieve this purpose. We invited 12 microblogging users into the pre-
investigation, and asked them to indicate the events they have known about and to score negative degree of 
each events. The results are shown in Table 2. Thus, we chose Subway® bread quality event, which is less 
known and more negative, to build the scenario of this study. The details of this event are shown in 
Appendix B.  
Events Publicity familiarity (Known/All) 
Negative Degree (100 in 
total that the higher the 
more negative) 
Unqualified sanitary napkins 
event 
5/12 70.25 
Scandal of Smile angel 
Foundation 
10/12 81.83 
Unqualified tissue event 4/12 73.42 
Subway® bread quality event 0/12 78.08 
WeChat security bug event 2/12 67.83 
False promotion of Orion® chips 0/12 55.5 
Unqualified imported cosmetic 
event 
4/12 74.5 
Table 2. Comparison among Seven Scenarios 
We plan to invite thirty Sina Weibo users to a pilot study before final survey to identify possible problems. 
After taking part in the pilot, the subjects are invited to a brief interview to reveal the problems they 
encounter during pilot. For example, whether the scenario is easy to understand, whether the length of 
survey is reasonable, whether the terms in the questionnaire are understandable, and so on. An adaption 
will be conducted on the basis of suggestions obtained from the pilot study. 
After that, we plan to invite Sian Weibo users to fill in the survey. In order to improve the response rate and 
sample quality, we will use IP addresses to prevent double-counting of the survey respondents. Subjects 
will be identified by their network IP addresses at the time of connection to the online scenario-based survey. 
To ensure the sample include only active participants, we will sift microblogging users by asking them 
whether they are active users. Those people who are not active users are not our valid subjects. And then 
we will measure the five dimensions of personalities. After that, the scenario is provided to participants, 
which is created by using real negative postings in the microblogging services. After reading the scenario, 
the participants are asked whether they will forward it or not. A question about information valence 
Social-Technical Issues and Social Inclusion Track (SIGSI) 
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evaluation is required to ensure the posting in the scenario is indeed negative to participants, proving the 
successful design of scenario. A questionnaire is presented subsequently which includes questions related 
to the determinant factors and some control variables. The current study is still in progress. 
Instrument 
The negative information sharing behavior is measured with a binary variable that capture individuals’ 
actual sharing behavior: 0 represents no sharing while 1 represents sharing. The personality measures in 
Five Factor Model were adopted from International Personality Item Pool which is a scientific website for 
academics to develop personality measures. Negative emotions are adapted from Schoefer et al. (2008) and 
Wetzer et al. (2007) to let participants indicate to that extent they feel when they see the posting. Altruism 
is adapted from Wasko et al (2005) to measure to extent to which individuals want to help others by warning 
others about the possible negative consequences. The whole instrument is presented in the appendix A.  
Potential Implications 
This study is expected to have several implications. First, previous studies mainly focus on general 
information sharing in microblogging without considering information valence (Liu and Lee 2010; Liu et 
al. 2012). This study focuses on negative information sharing in the microblogging world, which lacks of 
inaccurate understanding in the context of microblogging. Although microblogging assists organizations in 
building their positive reputations online, it also has dark-side that negative information spreading can also 
damage their reputations (Griffin et al. 1991; Renkema et al. 1998; Xie et al. 2009; Berger et al. 2010). Our 
study tries to fill this research gap by identifying factors driving individuals’ negative information sharing 
behavior in the microblogging context.  
Second, this study is expected to contribute to sharing behavior studies by integrating individuals’ 
personalities. Different people behave differently according to their different personalities. Although some 
knowledge sharing studies have realized the role of personalities, this issue is still understudied in the 
literature. By drawing on five-factor model, we propose an interactive model to argue that personalities will 
influence the effects of drivers on negative information sharing behavior. This may enrich the 
understanding of personalities in sharing literature. 
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Appendix A. Instrument 
Constructs Items References 
Negative emotions Please indicate to what extent you felt this way when you 
see this tweet/posting? (7 Likert: 1 – Not at all, 7 – 
Extremely) 
- Angry 
- Upset 
- Sad 
- In a bad mood 
- Annoyed 
Schoefer et al. 
(2008) 
Altruism 1. I like helping other people 
2. It feels good to help others to avoid the possible 
negative consequences 
3. I enjoy helping others to avoid the possible negative 
consequences 
Wasko et al. (2005) 
Extraversion 1. I am the life of the party 
2. I feel comfortable around people 
3. I start conversation 
4. I talk to a lot of different people at parties 
5. I don’t mind being the center of attention 
6. I don’t take a lot (R) 
7. I keep in the background (R) 
8. I have little to say (R) 
9. I don’t like to draw attention to myself (R) 
10. I am quite around strangers (R) 
International 
Personality Item 
Pool 
Neuroticism 1. I get stressed out easily 
2. I worry about things 
3. I am easily disturbed 
4. I get upset easily 
5. I change my mood a lot 
6. I have frequent mood swings 
7. I get irritated easily 
8. I often feel blue 
9. I am relaxed most of the time (R) 
10. I seldom feel blue (R) 
Conscientiousness 1. I am always prepared 
2. I pay attention to details 
3. I get chores done right away 
4. I like order 
5. I follow a schedule 
6. I am exacting in my work 
7. I leave my belongings around (R) 
8. I make a mess of things (R) 
9. I often forget to put things back in their proper 
place (R) 
10. I shirk my duties (R) 
Agreeableness  1. I feel others' emotions 
2. I have a soft heart 
3. I sympathize with others' feelings 
4. I take time out for others 
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5. I feel others’ interests 
6. I make people feel at ease 
7. I insult people (R) 
8. I am not really interested in others (R) 
9. I am not interested in other people's problems (R) 
10. I feel little concern for others (R) 
Openness to 
experience 
1. I have a rich vocabulary  
2. I have a vivid imagination  
3. I have excellent ideas  
4. I am quick to understand things  
5. I use difficult words  
6. I spend time reflecting on things 
7. I am full of ideas 
8. I have difficulty understanding abstract ideas (R) 
9. I am not interested in abstract ideas (R) 
10. I do not have a good imagination (R) 
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